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want to have in place an incentive for
these women and children to be able to
come forward and break out of this sex
ring and slave ring and come forward.
The primary incentive they have is to
seek to be able to stay in the United
States, and if they cannot do that, then
we provide no protection to them as a
Nation.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentlewoman from Texas (Ms. JACK-
SON-LEE).

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from
North Carolina (Mr. WATT) for yielding
the 3 minutes to me.

Let me thank the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. CONYERS) for this mo-
tion to instruct and the leadership of
the Members on this floor. I hope that
our colleagues are listening to us. The
gentlewoman from Illinois (Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY) and myself offered an
amendment, or legislation, dealing
with Dbattered immigrant women,
which is not a directly pointed point,
but it does deal with the abuse of
women.

So we know that overall in these
issues dealing with sexual abuse or
physical abuse, it is most necessary to
have some kind of relief. The capping
that is going on with respect to the
victims of trafficking is egregious, and
it is important that we should not cap
the numbers to avoid helping people.
What happens is with this motion, it
answers the need, because it eliminates
the arbitrary 5,000 annual cap so we
can provide these as to all victims who
have been forced into involuntary ser-
vitude and sexual trafficking.

Mr. Speaker, needless to say, we can
document today with stories that re-
count for us that sexual trafficking or
trafficking of human beings for sexual
activities continues today. When we
traveled to Southeast Asia and Ban-
gladesh and India and Pakistan, there
were women there who told us they
were victims of it.

It has happened to us, there were
children who were able to relay the
story of what happens, and sometimes
these people are able to make their
way to a refuge in the United States,
and that is why the Catholic Con-
ference, the National Organization for
Women Legal Defense and Education
Fund, and The National Immigration
Law Center see the merit in this mo-
tion to instruct, that the cap is dan-
gerous, the cap is devastating, and in
some sense, Mr. Speaker, it is inhu-
man.

It is extremely important that we
begin to look at this problem as a real-
life, 21st century problem; and the act
itself combats trafficking with a three-
tier approach. It has prevention, pros-
ecution, and enforcement against the
traffickers, but we must find a way to
protect the victims.

This motion to instruct says the vic-
tims are important. The capping is
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wrong. Let us remove the arbitrary
cap. Let us make sure that we provide
visas to all of those in need. This is
reasonable, Mr. Speaker. It addresses
the current problem. I hope my col-
leagues will see the good sense of it,
and that they will vote for it.

Mr. Speaker, trafficking in human beings is
a form of modern-day slavery. At its core, the
international trade in women and children is
about abduction, coercion, violence, and ex-
ploitation in the most reprehensible ways.

Trafficking victims suffer extreme physical
and mental abuses, including rape, torture,
starvation, imprisonment, death threats, and
physical brutality. Women and children traf-
ficked into the sex industry and exposed to
deadly diseases, including HIV and AIDS. Vic-
tims trafficked into domestic servitude, bonded
sweatshop labor and other industries are sub-
ject to violence and sometimes literally worked
to death.

The Trafficking Victims Protection Act of
1999 combats trafficking with a three-tier ap-
proach. It provides for prevention, prosecution
and enforcement against the traffickers, and
assistance to the victims of trafficking. We can
and should provide assistance to the victims
of trafficking.

However, the bill unnecessarily caps at
5,000 per year the number of victims who can
receive a nonimmigrant visa and caps at
5,000 per year the number of victims which
can become permanent residents.

This is unfortunate because estimates of
victims entering the United States are greater
than 5,000, and we should not cut off protec-
tion.

This Motion To Instruct is supported by the
Catholic Conference and the National Organi-
zation for Women Legal Conference and the
National Organization for Women’s Legal De-
fense And Education Fund. | urge Members to
support this Motion to Instruct.

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I yield back the balance of
my time.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I hope Members will re-
member to vote against this motion be-
cause it will prevent fraud, and the cap
has been agreed to by the authors.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
WALDEN of Oregon). Without objection,
the previous question is ordered on the
motion.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion to instruct
offered by the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. WATT).

The motion was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the Chair appoints the fol-
lowing conferees: Messrs. GILMAN,
GOODLING, SMITH of New Jersey, HYDE,
SMITH of Texas, Mrs. JOHNSON of Con-
necticut; and Messrs. GEJDENSON, LAN-
TOS, CONYERS, and CARDIN.
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There was no objection.

APPOINTMENT OF MEMBERS TO
ATTEND THE FUNERAL OF THE
LATE HONORABLE HERBERT H.
BATEMAN

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 573, the Chair
announces the Speaker’s appointment
of the following Members of the House
to the committee to attend the funeral
of the late Herbert H. Bateman:

Mr. BLILEY, Virginia;

Mr. HASTERT, Illinois;

Mr. ARMEY, Texas;

Mr. BONIOR, Michigan;

Mr. WoLF, Virginia;

Mr. BOUCHER, Virginia;

Mr. SISISKY, Virginia;

Mr. PICKETT, Virginia;

Mr. MORAN, Virginia;

Mr. GOODLATTE, Virginia;

Mr. ScoTT, Virginia;

Mr. DAVIS, Virginia;

Mr. GOODE, Virginia;

Mr. SPENCE, South Carolina;

Mr. SHUSTER, Pennsylvania;

Mr. SKELTON, Missouri;

Mr. STUMP, Arizona;

Mr. BEREUTER, Nebraska;

Mr. HUNTER, California;

Mr. SKEEN, New Mexico;

Mr. BILIRAKIS, Florida;

Mr. BURTON, Indiana;

Mr. ORTIZ, Texas;

Mr. PACKARD, California;

Mr. HOUGHTON, New York;

Mrs. MORELLA, Maryland;

Mr. Goss, Florida;

Mr. MCNULTY, New York;

Mr. TANNER, Tennessee;

Mr. BARTLETT, Maryland;

Mr. BUYER, Indiana;

Mrs. FOWLER, Florida;

Mr. MCKEON, California;

Mr. EHLERS, Michigan;

Mr. HOSTETTLER, Indiana;

Mr. LAHOOD, Illinois;

Mr. LATHAM, Iowa;

Mr. GIBBONS, Nevada;

Mr. RILEY, Alabama; and

Mr. SHERWOOD, Pennsylvania.

——
LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, | am pleased to
announce that the House has completed its
legislative business for the week. There will be
no votes in the House tomorrow in honor of
our late friend and colleague, the gentleman
from Virginia, Herb Bateman.

The House will next meet on Monday, Sep-
tember 18 at 12:30 p.m. for morning hour and
2 o’clock p.m. for legislative business. We will
consider a number of bills under suspension
of the rules, a list of which will be distributed
to Members’ offices tomorrow.

On Monday, no recorded votes are ex-
pected before 6 o’clock p.m.

On Tuesday, September 19 and the balance
of the week, the House will consider the fol-
lowing measures:

The Debt Relief Lockbox Reconciliation Act
for FY 2001;
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H.R. 2909, the Inter-country Adoption Act;

H.R. 4205, the Floyd D. Spence National
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year
2001 Conference Report; and

H.R. 3244, the Trafficking Victims Protection
Act Conference Report.

Mr. Speaker, we also expect that appropri-
ators will be working hard to complete con-
ference reports for consideration in the House
next week.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
WALDEN of Oregon). Pursuant to clause
8, rule XX, the pending business is the
question of the Speaker’s approval of
the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

———
EIGHTH BIENNIAL REPORT OF
INTERAGENCY ARCTIC RE-

SEARCH POLICY COMMITTEE—
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT
OF THE UNITED STATES

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following message
from the President of the TUnited
States; which was read and, together
with the accompanying papers, without
objection, referred to the Committee
on Science:

To the Congress of the United States:

As required by section 108(b) of Pub-
lic Law 98-373 (15 U.S.C. 4107(b)), I
transmit herewith the Eighth Biennial
Report of the Interagency Arctic Re-
search Policy Committee (February 1,
1998, to January 31, 2000).

WILLIAM J. CLINTON.
THE WHITE HOUSE, September 14, 2000.

———

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY,
SEPTEMBER 18, 2000

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
when the House adjourns today, it ad-
journ to meet at 12:30 p.m. on Monday,
September 18, 2000, for morning hour
debates.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

———
DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON

WEDNESDAY NEXT

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the business in order under the Cal-
endar Wednesday rule be dispensed
with on Wednesday next.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.
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SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 1999, and under a previous order
of the House, the following Members
will be recognized for 5 minutes each.

————
AMERICA’S NATIONAL SECURITY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 1999, the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. WELDON) is recognized for
60 minutes as the designee of the ma-
jority leader.

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I rise today to discuss an
issue that is not getting the attention
I feel it deserves in the current na-
tional debate between the major presi-
dential candidates and Members from
both parties running for Congress, the
House and the Senate, and that is the
issue of America’s national security.

I want to start, Mr. Speaker, by fo-
cusing on the speech that President
Clinton gave at Georgetown University
just 2 weeks ago on the issue of na-
tional missile defense. The President
gave the speech because when he signed
my national missile defense bill into
law over 1 year ago, the President said
that he would sign into law, agree to
move forward, on national defense, but
then make a decision to go forward at
some point in time in the future.

Mr. Speaker, let me go back and re-
state for our colleagues the facts in
this area, the actions by the President,
and then go through the President’s
speech in detail and attempt to give
what I would consider to be our re-
sponse to the President’s speech.

First of all, Mr. Speaker, 5 years ago
the CIA produced an intelligence esti-
mate that told the Congress and the
American people we would not expect
to see a threat emerge that could hurt
the U.S. directly from a long-range
missile for at least 15 years.

Many of us on both sides of the aisle
felt that that estimate was incorrect.
In fact when we pressed the CIA, and I
was the one who got the first classified
briefing on that report because I was
one of the requesters of it, the CIA
eventually changed its mind and came
to a conclusion that we all agreed to
with Donald Rumsfeld and the Rums-
feld Commission that in fact the threat
was not 15 years away, but that in fact
the threat was here today and growing
dynamically with every passing day.
That major change caused a bipartisan
group in the Congress to want to prod
this administration to move forward in
defending America, its people, and its
troops.

Some would say, why would you want
to do that? There has never been an at-
tack on America. No country is going
to attack us because we have such tre-
mendous clout, we could wipe them
out, and if they really want to harm us,
they would use a truck bomb or use a
car bomb or an explosive device.
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Mr. Speaker, the facts just do not
support that contention. In fact, Mr.
Speaker, in 1991, 28 young Americans
came home in body bags from Saudi
Arabia because our country let those
young men and women down. Twenty-
eight young Americans came home in
body bags because we could not defend
against a low complexity scud missile.
The scud missile was launched into our
military barracks in Saudi Arabia, just
as Saddam had launched missile after
missile into Israel, raining terror on
the Israeli families who were injured
and killed by those attacks.

Mr. Speaker, that attack by Saddam
on our soldiers, and they were both
young women and young men, they
were young wives and young fathers,
because they were largely from reserve
units, half of them from my State,
showed the vulnerability of America to
the emerging threat that missiles pro-
vide.

In 1991, this Congress vowed that that
would never happen again, that we as
Republicans and Democrats would
never allow America’s sons and daugh-
ters to be wiped out by a terrorist like
Saddam or a Nation like Iran or North
Korea that would use missiles to kill
our people. So, as a result, Mr. Speak-
er, we began to work the process in the
Congress to change the minds of Bill
Clinton and AL GORE in terms of mis-
sile defense.

Now, let me state for the record, Mr.
Speaker, that President Clinton and
Vice President GORE categorically op-
posed missile defense through the first
7 years of their administration. Now,
the President and the Vice President
can spin this any way they want, but
the facts are that for 7 years they op-
posed missile defense. They opposed
the Congress when we said the threat
was emerging. They opposed the Con-
gress when Democrats and Republicans
put more money into missile defense
systems. They opposed the Congress
when we said that the ABM treaty was
not flexible enough to allow us to de-
fend our homeland and our people. For
7 years, President Clinton and Vice
President GORE said we do not have to
worry about missile defense, we rely on
arms control agreements.

Let me say this, Mr. Speaker. I am
not against arms control agreements.
In fact, I support most of the arms con-
trol agreements that America is a
party to. But there is an interesting
point about arms control, Mr. Speaker,
and that is that if you do not enforce
those agreements, if you do not abide
by the requirements to penalize those
entities that violate those agreements,
they mean nothing, they are worthless
pieces of paper.

That has been the record of this ad-
ministration. Two years ago, Mr.
Speaker, I did a speech on the House
floor. I documented in that speech 37
violations of arms control agreements
by China and Russia. Thirty-seven
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